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University Organization and
Performance
The University is currently involved in
changes that might transform its institu-
tional identity. At stake are the
University’s purpose, organization and
governance system, financial basis, work
processes, and role in society. It is sugges-
ted that the time of the self-governing
Republic of the Learned has passed. There
are changes in the autonomy of the
University and the freedom of
individual faculty members, its
collegial and disciplinary organi-
zation, the unity of research and
teaching, who controls specific
bodies of knowledge, who
defines criteria of excellence and
social needs, the structure of
departments and degree pro-
grams, the relations between
those who do research and teach
and leaders, and in governments’
funding commitments.  
Demands for reform are based on a clai-
med performance crisis which holds that
the University is not responsive to societal
needs and does not guarantee academic
excellence, that it is an increasing burden
on public budgets and that there is a lack
of flexibility and leadership. At the same
time many perceived problems have roots
in the University’s success. The University
has never before attracted more students
and resources or been asked to take on
more tasks. Expectations are also high. The
University has knowledge and skills that
can serve a multitude of purposes if it gets
rid of its outdated structures.
It is legitimate to question the validity of
diagnosing general trends in higher edu-
cation, a sector populated by a heteroge-
neous set of organizations and with huge
variations between and within national
systems. The ambition of this paper, never-
theless, is to suggest a way of thinking
about such issues. The aim
is to contribute to an
improved understanding of
factors influencing the
development of University
organization and gover-
nance and to explore what
consequences variations in
organization and gover-
nance have for performan-
ce, in particular for acade-
mic core activities, research
and teaching.
Universities are governed both from
within and from without and comprehen-
sion of institutional level governance
requires an understanding of how univer-
sities are related to their environments
and how these environments change.
Reforms in higher education have not
been driven by sector specific processes
and performance alone. 
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In focus: 
UNIVERSITY
GOVERNANCE
The views expressed in the articles published in
IAU Horizons are those of the authors and do not
necessarily reflect the views of the International
Association of Universities.
Making Sense of 
Change in University
Governance  
by Johan P. Olsen* and Åse Gornitzka**   
editorial
Leading and managing universities andother higher education institutions arecomplex and often difficult tasks. Even if at
times little distinction is drawn between these
two processes, they are quite different.
Governance, the focus of this issue of IAU
Horizons, is more often associated with the first
term, namely the functions and responsibilities
that relate to setting direction for the institutions.
Yet, governance also implies the oversight of
sound execution or implementation of  gover-
nance decisions.  Thus the two aspects - leading
and managing - are often blended.  They are also
changing as institutional and/or systemic reform
place new demands and open new opportunities
for higher education leaders. As always, we have
made a major effort to include perspectives on
governance from as many parts of the world as
possible.  
In addition to featuring a number of brief articles
on Governance, this issue of IAU Horizons, pro-
vides a very general report on the meetings IAU
held in Egypt, in November 2005 on Cross Border
Higher Education, and includes all regular sec-
tions of the newsletter
Eva Egron-Polak
The rethinking 
and reorganizing of
the University over
the last 20-30 years
have been part of a
larger transformation
of the relationships
among society’s 
institutions 
“
”
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The rethinking and reorganizing of the
University over the last 20-30 years have
been part of a larger transformation of the
relationships among society’s institutions
where the trust in markets and corporate
governance has increased and the market
logic and vocabulary have invaded other ins-
titutional spheres. Many issues have also
been common in reforms across policy sectors. 
Institutional Collisions
The development of the University as a spe-
cialized institution dedicated to academic
purposes and principles was part of the
large-scale transformation from pre-modern
to modern society. Institutional differentia-
tion created interdependent but partly
autonomous spheres of thought and action
based on different normative and organiza-
tional principles, worldviews, resources and
dynamics (politics, the economy, religion,
science, art). In certain periods institutional
spheres have been in balance, while in trans-
formative points in history, institutions have
collided.
Contemporary societies also face collisions,
and radical transformation of one institu-
tion is usually linked to change in inter-insti-
tutional relationships. Institutional imperia-
lism with attempts to control other spheres
may threaten to destroy an institution’s dis-
tinctiveness. There is, however, also institu-
tional defense against invasion of alien
norms. Institutions take time to root and are
difficult to change rapidly and radically.
Nevertheless, a possible outcome of colli-
sions is the fall and rise of institutions. 
Possibly, the University now faces a transfor-
mative period. Then, there is a fundamental
distinction between seeing the University as
an institution or as an instrument. An instru-
mental perspective portrays the University
as an organizational tool for efficient imple-
mentation of predetermined preferences
whereby change reflects a continuous calcu-
lation of relative benefits and costs. An ins-
titutional perspective portrays the University
as an enduring collection of constitutive
rules, embedded in structures of meaning
and resources. Within this perspective, rules
prescribe appropriate behavior for specific
actors in specific situations. Meaning-struc-
tures explain and justify behavioral codes
and give direction to behavior. Resource-
structures empower actors and make them
more or less capable of acting according to
prescriptive rules. 
The University as a meritocratic community
of scholars is an old institution. The
University’s corporate identity and integra-
ting self-understanding are founded on
commitment to scholarship and learning
and search for the truth, irrespective of
immediate utility and applicability, political
convenience or economic benefit, and whe-
ther ideas are controversial or unpopular.
The University is supposed to serve society as
a whole, not specific “stakeholders” or
those able and willing to pay. Those belon-
ging to the University are the guardians of
its constitutive principles. The system evolves
through the development of knowledge and
slow reinterpretation of institutional identi-
ty. Autonomy from government and power-
ful social groups is justified by the assump-
tion that a loss of intellectual freedom will
damage society’s knowledge base.
Do reformers enforce these ideals, or do
they impose alternative values and prin-
ciples, typical for other institutional spheres
upon the University? During the 1960s the
University was challenged by visions typical
for representative democracy. Reforms were
boosted by student revolts, democratic
developments in society at large, and a nor-
mative climate of anti-capitalism, anti-impe-
rialism and demands for social justice. In
contrast, recent reforms have taken place in
a normative climate dominated by ideals
from neo-classical economics and private
enterprises. There have, however, been two
partly overlapping, partly contrasting ten-
dencies: The abdication of government to
the market and the repositioning of govern-
ment through public sector reform.   
Within the first perspective the University is
an economic enterprise operating in compe-
titive markets.  Research and higher educa-
tion are commodities. Competition and
achieving individual gains are key processes.
Students, faculty, donors and communities
select from alternative universities in terms
of how well they meet individual prefe-
rences. The University provides any research
and teaching that can be sold for profit, and
quantity, quality and price are determined in
markets. Change is governed by sovereign
consumers, competitive selection and the
survival of the fittest. 
Portraying higher education as a globalized
service industry subordinated to commercial
demands for profit has been strongest
where higher education has indeed become
an important export industry and a promi-
sing market. Then, in order to navigate suc-
cessfully in a commercial world universities
have to emphasize return on investment to
shareholders and operate in a business-like
fashion with small boards, recruitment of
financial and commercial expertise, strong
professional management,  and leaders as
market entrepreneurs. The University needs
freedom from political authorities and inter-
nal stakeholders and continuous organiza-
tional restructuring in order to adapt to
changing circumstances.  
Within the second perspective the University
is a tool for achieving government purposes
and it is assessed in terms of effectiveness
and efficiency. Change is governed by shif-
ting government priorities or the relative
efficiency of available organizational tools.
Recently, the two perspectives have seemin-
gly been in harmony rather than colliding.
Government and the public sector have
been claimed to need radical reform and the
New Public Management represents a pri-
macy-of-economics-view with an emphasis
upon costs, efficiency and management with
market-like mechanisms.
Higher education has come to occupy a
more central place on the political agenda
as an instrument for achieving wealth and
economic competitiveness in “the knowled-
ge economy”. There is, however, little evi-
dence that governments have been ready to
leave higher education in the hands of mar-
ket forces. European-level reforms aimed at
developing a European Higher Education
Area and a European Research Area have
been interpreted as creating a common mar-
ket for research and education as part of
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European market-building. Nevertheless,
ambitions of cooperation and policy coordi-
nation and the creation of a European
Research Council have also been interpreted
as government repositioning rather than
abdication.
A Shifting Power 
Balance?
How much change has there actually been
in university organization and governance?
Have there been major shifts in how autho-
rity and power over and within the
University are allocated and exercised and if
so, in what direction and with what effects
upon the core activities of universities? Have
academic autonomy and individual freedom
been strengthened? Have market forces
become dominant? Has government reposi-
tioned itself? 
A review of the evidence is beyond this
paper. However, a preliminary conclusion is
that the University’s identity has been chal-
lenged by governments and market forces.
There has been convergence in reform rhe-
toric, less so in actual reforms, and impacts
on core activities are even more varied and
uncertain. Recent developments cannot be
adequately captured by a unidirectional
trend from state control to University self-
regulation. Neither is government control
replaced by market control. Core decisions
such as systemic structure and the main
frame of study programs are still in the
hands of governments. Governments
influence definitions of the University and
funding is still primarily in public hands in
many countries.   
Since many universities have achieved more
formal-legal freedom to organize and
govern themselves, one could conclude that
academia, market and government are not
on a collision course. The development is
consistent with market models and with
public sector reforms giving more autonomy
from government as part of a trend from an
interventionist to a regulatory state. 
Counterpoint
Governance, Intelligence and
Obliviousness
One of the true signs of intelligence is knowing what to forget – a
cynical view on talent, to be sure.  Fortunately, it applies so far only
to individuals.  Still, it does raise interesting possibilities once one
attempts to apply it to communities.  
Can a truly intelligent community uphold the same dictum?
Historians, nostalgics and others for whom glory and the Golden
Age are found only in time past, will disagree and that most hear-
tily.  Naturally so.  
For the first, to admit that a community can be intelligent, smart,
sharp and forgetful is almost a contradiction in terms.  It also
means facing that most terrible of all professional redundancies –
the utter absence of any justification for existence.  
Testiness
For the second, having nothing to compare against the ghastliness
of the present is a deprivation almost as great and surely as threa-
tening to that very real personal satisfaction which grumpiness
nearly always permits. Grumpiness is easily defined.  It is looking at
the past age, finding it incomparably sweeter than anything the
present inflicts on us and voices that unregretted opinion.
Oblivion
Yet, forgetfulness deftly selected is not only possible.  It is very much on
the books from the very moment when unceasing change is seen as a
necessity. Oblivion looms just as soon as society’s best - or fashionable
(those for whom ephemera allow a passing claim to that title) – take
on themselves the mission of persuading the rest of us it is in our inter-
est to gird up our loins, adapt to the new purposiveness they identify
for us.  
Deliberate forgetfulness becomes part of policy from that instant
when the duty of the citizen, academic and administrator is deemed as
giving a little thought to the change beyond the one we are struggling
with.  
There is nothing more efficient to incarcerate us in the present than
shrill and persistent cries that we pay attention not to this reform but
the reform after next.  
.…and Governance
Still, in the rhetoric surrounding Governance that is precisely the pre-
mier rationale.  It is a far cry indeed from the days – and they are well
within living memory - when the university brought together past and
present, created a synthesis for succeeding generations to draw upon
the best of the new and to build out from the best of the old.  
Overhauling Governance systems, rooted in the present and with a
weather eye cocked to the future, will certainly make sure the univer-
sity becomes clever, responsive - and forgetful.  After all, intelligence is
the most valuable of Knowledge Society’s goods - if only we are able
to remember that later.
Guy Neave
continued on page 10
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Governance, Power and Coordination
by Guy Neave*
H ow does Society ensure higher educationmeets its expectations?  How does theuniversity, for its part, maintain a margin
sufficient to fulfil this imperative and uphold its
abiding responsibility for the development of
structured and organized knowledge?  These are
not passing issues.  They have always been deli-
cate.  And the transition towards the Knowledge
Economy or toward a less utilitarian - and very
certainly more generous - purpose of creating a
Knowledge Society is no less so.  
Over the past two decades for some countries –
though others have not enjoyed so protracted a
period – broadly speaking, attention has focused
on three areas; governance, funding and acade-
mic work.  These are the prime levers that res-
pectively re-define the purpose of higher educa-
tion.  They provide the ways and means to carry
out that purpose redefined. They serve to weigh
up the university’s performance on the basis of
the ‘product’ it yields - appropriately qualified
individuals (‘Human Resources’ in contemporary
cant) – or that knowledge indispensable for
national survival or regional fortune.   
The Triangle of Mobilization and
Reform
Governance, funding and academic work are the
triangle of system reform and the prime instru-
ments for institutional mobilization.  They are
intimately linked.  They are also intensely inter-
active. Changes in one often have striking conse-
quences for the remaining two.  As nothing else,
they are the decisive frame factors that determi-
ne the shape of higher education systems just as
they determine the place of the individual uni-
versity within a particular system. 
Governance: a 
Conceptual Shorthand
Briefly stated, governance is a conceptual shor-
thand for the way higher education systems and
institutions are organized and managed.  And he
who broaches organization and management is
quickly led into the heady domains of how
authority is exercised, how it is distributed and
how both systems and universities relate to
government.  
‘Governance’ is generally applied to the analysis
of changes in the balance of power and in the
modes of coordination between national
government, its regional offshoots –where they
exist – and the nation’s universities.  It is not,
however, a neutral descriptor. It makes certain
assumptions about the proper relationship bet-
ween the prime actors.  In current thinking,
governance involves modernizing that relation-
ship and most especially so when it comes to
long-established practices that have grown up
between higher education and government.  
Assumptions
Governance makes certain assumptions about
the desirable place of the State.  And one of the
more far reaching is the credo that the State has
grown, is growing and ought to be diminished.  
Not surprisingly then, governance theory sets
greater weight on ‘partnerships’ actively invol-
ved in shaping the institution’s priorities.
Though terminology varies from country to
country, these ‘partnerships’ effectively, repre-
sent an alternative range of collective interests
over and beyond the quasi-monopoly public
authorities previously exercised in higher educa-
tion – above all in what was once alluded to as
the ‘continental mode’ of governance. 
Modes Continental and Others 
As its name implies, the ‘continental mode’ of
governance flourished in mainland Europe. It is
also to be found on other Continents in those
systems of higher education which modelled
themselves on a metropolitan blueprint, various-
ly derived from France, Spain, Germany – or,
more recently, from the United States.  The
‘Continental Mode’ of coordination and authori-
ty was once characterized by a powerful state
bureaucracy, an equally formidable Academic
Estate, and a relatively weak degree of institu-
tional autonomy.
To the governance buff, two other dominant
modes stand forth each with very different dis-
tribution of power and coordination: the United
Kingdom and the United States. The former once
rested on the weight of faculty guilds with a
modest amount of steering from trustees and
administration.  The latter differed from its
British cousins inasmuch as faculty power was
less but the weight of trustees and administra-
tors more exalted.
New Models, New Ties
In these basic models of reference, much has
changed over the past twenty years.  And, as this
issue of IAU Horizons shows, we are not at the
end of the tunnel, though many profess to anti-
cipate some glimmerings of light “amidst th’
gathering gloom”.
Just as the once enduring modes of governance
evolve, so new procedures, new instruments of
institutional accountability and new ties to the
outside world take their place. Disagreement
exists of course, about how far such arrange-
ments are – or are not - substitutes for the State;
just as there are disagreements on how far the
pure milk of Neo Liberal economic thinking
should be injected undiluted into the ends the
new and emerging models of governance ought
to pursue. 
Leitmotif
One Leitmotif  that echoes across many higher
education systems is the re-definition of what is
best described as ‘prime interlocutors’, ‘consti-
tuencies’ or ‘negotiatory groupings’. Sometimes,
these are alluded to as ‘Stakeholders’, alternati-
vely, as ‘consumers’ of higher education’s pro-
ducts - students, the private sector, firms; or,
within the framework of Science and Technology
policy,  the ‘innovation system’. 
Putting greater distance between the State and
higher education is an intrinsic part of gover-
nance reform.  To the wary, and to afficianados
of technocracy’s double-speak, distancing the
state from the university goes under the feline
phrase ‘remote steering’. Others have described
this same process as “Offloading” – that is, dele-
gating to institutional level responsibilities pre-
viously exercised by central national ministry or
its equivalent.  
Acrobatics
Overhauling the established ways of governance
is higher education’s equivalent of acrobatics.  It
always involves a balancing act.  Distance from
the State is balanced out by a new proximity to
organized interests.
Society’s priorities are no longer wholly transmit-
ted by the State through law and degree. Rather,
these somewhat blunt instruments are supple-
mented by closer, direct and substantive ties –
and alternative sources of cash not least - with
the Nation’s productive sectors, the whole urged
on by the ethic of competition and incessant ins-
titutional adaptability. 
So far at least, the spate of reform in the area of
governance appears as a national effort, though
this situation may well spring from the fact that,
change though the world might, governance
remains more graspable within the individual
nation state, though even this is no easy task.  
Limitless Imaginings
Still, that many countries across the globe are re-
cycling their systems of governance, should give
us reason to pause a little. Could it be that 
governance is in truth, an operational and
concrete exemplar of that otherwise huge and
very certainly boundless process that many lump
together as ‘Globalization‘ ?  
* Director of Research, International Association of
Universities, iau@unesco.org
Governance
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Searching for New University Governance in Asia
by Ka-Ho Mok*
Introduction
Globalization and the evolution of the know-
ledge-based economy have caused dramatic
changes in the character and functions of
higher education in most countries around
the world. In order to enhance the global
competitiveness of their higher education sys-
tems, a number of Asian states have adopted
different restructuring strategies along the
line of incorporation, corporatization and pri-
vatisation to improve the institutional gover-
nance of national universities. This article
briefly reviews such restructuring exercises
and the policy implications for higher educa-
tion governance when more pro-competition
policy instruments are adopted by Asian uni-
versity systems.
Incorporation, Corporatization
and Privatization of Universities
Being unsatisfied with the conventional
model along the lines of ‘state-oriented’ and
‘highly centralized’ approaches in higher edu-
cation, Asian governments have recently tried
to ‘incoporate’ or introduce ‘corporatization’
and ‘privatization’ measures to run their state /
national universities, believing that these
transformations could make national universi-
ties more flexible and responsive to rapid
socio-economic changes (Mok, 2006).
Hong Kong
Adhering more towards the market and cor-
porate principles and practices, universities in
Hong Kong are now run on a market-oriented
and business corporation model. Instead of
being closely directed by the Ministry of
Education or equivalent government adminis-
trative bodies, state universities in Asia are
now required to become more proactive and
dynamic in looking for their own financial
resources. Similar to their Australian and
British counterparts, universities in Asia are
now under constant pressures to become
more ‘entrepreneurial’, strengthening their
partnerships with industry and business.
Japan
Like Hong Kong, Japan is not immune to the
impact of neo-liberalism, managerialism and
economic rationalism, three major ideologies
underlying the tidal wave of public sector
reforms and reinventing government projects
around the world. With the intentions of
making its state university system more res-
ponsive and flexible in coping with intensified
pressures generated from the growing
impacts of globalization, the Japanese
government has incorporated all state univer-
sities since 2004. Central to the transforma-
tion of the existing national universities into
‘National University Corporations’ are three
major reform aspects: increased competitive-
ness in research and education; enhanced
accountability together with introduction of
competition; and strategic and functional
management of national universities (Oba,
2005). 
Taiwan
Similarly, the Ministry of Education in Taiwan
has decided to change the statutory position
of state universities into independent judicial
entity by adopting principles and practices of
corporatization. In order to reduce the state
burden in higher education financing, all
state universities in Taiwan have to generate
additional funds from non-state sectors such
as the market and enterprises. In order to
generate sufficient funds to finance their ins-
titutions, various kinds of market driven stra-
tegies have been adopted. More recently, the
Taiwan Government has attempted to restruc-
ture its state universities by passing a new
University Bill to make state universities inde-
pendent legal entities. Influenced by the
Japanese model, state universities in Taiwan
have to establish new governance structures;
while they are under immense pressures to find
additional financial support from the non-state
channels especially when the Taiwanese
government has reduced its funding to them
significantly (Tien, 2006). 
Singapore
Higher education restructuring is popular not
only among East Asian states but also among
Southeast Asian societies. Having reflected
upon the changing university governance
models and evaluated the recent experiences of
SMU, the Ministry of Education in Singapore
has decided to change the governance models
of the existing state universities, namely,
National University of Singapore and Nanyang
Technological University by making them inde-
pendent legal entities through the process of
‘corporatization’. By incorporatizing these state
universities, the Singapore government hopes
that universities on the island state could beco-
me more entrepreneurial. 
Malaysia
Similarly, public universities in Malaysia have
started a project of ‘incorporation’ and ‘corpo-
ratization’ of national universities since 1998. In
the last few years, the private universities have
grown in number, while the public universities
are run like corporations. According to Lee
(2004: 15), ‘the structural changes in the corpo-
ratized universities show that collegial forms of
governance have been sidelined, entrepreneu-
rial activities have increased, and corporate
managerial practices have been institutionali-
sed.’ 
Conclusion: Are New
Regulatory Regimes Ready?
Our above discussion has clearly indicated that
Asian university systems have adopted far more
‘pro-competition’ policy instruments and fewer
government policy tools are preferred. The pro-
liferation of policy actors in general and diversi-
fication of policy instruments in particular has
suggested the relationship between the state
and other non-state actors in education delive-
ry and financing has changed from a ‘hierarchi-
cal’ to a ‘network’ relationship, thereby the
conventional governance mode of ‘command
and control’ has shifted to a ‘negotiation and
persuasion’ model. Such transformations may
render the conventional state-university rela-
tionship inappropriate and new regulatory
regime / framework needs to be developed in
accommodating changes resulting from rapidly
changing university environment in Asia.
Would the ‘liberalization’ of the university sec-
tor create an environment conducive to the rise
of a modern pro-competition regulatory regi-
me? Would academics working in these Asian
university systems really enjoy more autonomy?
Would these Asian university systems respond
to external changes in more efficient and effec-
tive way? These are the major issues that these
Asian states have to address properly and
respond to appropriately when questing for
new university governance.
References: please see thematic bibliography.
* Chair Professor in East Asian Studies & Director,
Centre for East Asian Studies University of Bristol,
KH.Mok@bristol.ac.uk
** Some of the materials cited in this article come
from papers presented at the COE International
Seminar on “University Reforms in Eastern Asia:
Incorporation, Privatization and other Structural
Innovations”, 16 January 2006 at Hiroshima
University, Japan.
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University Governance in Japan
by Akira Arimoto*
Japanese university governance is now experien-
cing wide reforms.  These reforms began in the
early 1990s in line with social changes worldwide
such as the growing knowledge-based society,
globalization, and use of market mechanisms.
Significant changes in institutional governance
in Japan can be observed across all sectors, public
and private, but some of the most significant
changes must be considered from a national
perspective.  This paper intends to shed light on
the changing characteristics of university gover-
nance in Japan.
Changing Higher Education
Policy
The University Council’s (UC) proposal, released
in 1998, called for reform and innovation in aca-
demic governance.  The proposal consisted of
four academic reform plans: reconstruction of
knowledge; vitalization of teaching and resear-
ch; rationalization of governance, administration
and management; and diversification of evalua-
tion. Within this proposal, the rationalization of
governance was thought to be an important
issue and the UC demanded a shift to a new
model of governance. Based on this, a great deal
of change was brought about in 2004 for the
first time in higher education history in Japan by
the transition from the “national university” to
the “national university corporation” (NUC). The
former system consisted of 99 institutions and
was transformed into the latter with 89 institu-
tions through the amalgamation and integra-
tion of institutions. 
Structure of Governance in NUC 
There are several differences between the natio-
nal university and NUC.  
First, governance (including the president’s lea-
dership) was drastically reformed from a bottom-
up model, emphasizing faculty meetings on the
basis of the German university, to a top-down
model, or top management, providing the presi-
dent, the Board of Directors, and the
Administrative Council (consisting of external
experts in management), with more power than
the Education and Research Council (consisting
of internal representatives of education.).
Second, the concept of the university’s accounta-
bility to society is considered to be much more
significant in NUC than in the private university
system. Unlike the latter, the former is usually
governed by taxes.  In fact, the share of govern-
mental expenditures in the annual total income
of NUC is almost 70%, while it is less than 30% in
its counterpart. As a result, the relationship bet-
ween governance and accountability is a close
one, and individual universities must show suffi-
cient academic productivity through the disclo-
sure of information. 
Third, it is necessary for NUC to realize its own
vision and plan, which are renewed every six
years. MEXT (Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sport, Science and Technology) uses the results of
a third-party evaluation by NIAD (National
Institute of Academic Degree and University
Evaluation) in determining the allocation of
resources to NUC.  Whether the evaluation
shows the actual achievement of the six-year
plan is significant to the budget allocation, as the
evaluation of a university’s achie-
vements dictates to a large
degree the possibility of budget
increases and cuts.
Fourth, the NUC is expected to
decrease the share of the
governmental expenditure in
annual income from 70% today
to 30% in the near future and in
addition to realize a series of reforms and inno-
vations. Much like the private sector, which has
already undertaken various innovative reforms
in order to increase income, the national univer-
sity sector is expected to act as an entrepreneur
in the linkage between university and industry,
increasing not only the amount of private expen-
diture in its own sector and institutions, but also
the number of international and adult students.
Fifth, it must be emphasized that these new
changes in governance are bringing about
conflicts between traditional academia and col-
legiality.  Introducing a western model of univer-
sity governance, such as the German model,
about 130 years ago, the Japanese university sys-
tem made an effort to establish a tradition of
academic autonomy and to put a certain distan-
ce between academia and the government. This
system emphasized such concepts as faculty mee-
tings, chair systems, academic freedom, and peer
review. However, the current trend of governan-
ce formation elaborated upon above is probably
recognized as a shift more or less from the “rec-
tor type” mainly developed in Europe to the
“president type” of the USA.
Perspective of University
Governance
The Japanese university system, as well as its ins-
titutions, is increasingly facing the pressure to be
internationally competitive under the demands
of a knowledge-based society, globalization, and
marketization.  Introducing the reform of gover-
nance is one such effort, as is an increase in aca-
demic productivity and quality assurance of aca-
demic work. In an attempt to realize these aims,
higher education policy has changed from favo-
ring governmental control of acade-
mia to its deregulation, stressing the
top-down type of governance and
transferring great control to presi-
dents’ leadership.
In addition to this, the third party eva-
luation system is undertaking evalua-
tion of all institutions every seven
years in terms of their outcome with
regard to academic work achieve-
ment. This way of stressing the market mecha-
nism by introducing competition among institu-
tions is in line with commercialization, privatiza-
tion, profit orientation, and Matthew effects in
the field of higher education, which is more or
less damaging to traditionally publicly supported
academia. However, such trends in university
governance have just started and it will take
years to fully understand the positive and nega-
tive effects of these major changes.
References: please see thematic bibliography.
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Autonomy as a Principle
The reaffirmation of the established principle of
the autonomy of the universities (by law n. 168
of 1989) represents the point of reference in Italy
for the regulation of the governance of the
higher education system. The statutes of univer-
sities take the principle of autonomy as a
conditio sine qua non of their very existence.
University System in Italy
At the level of the system, we still face the
absence of an organ for the assessment of the
results of universities.  That would complete
the process of governance of the university
system in that planning and funding could be
effectively correlated with the performances
of individual universities. A neutral and
impartial approach to the assessment of
results can only be assured by an independent
authority whose make up and organisation
would be a guarantee of impartiality.
Governance in Public or 
Private Institutions
At the level of individual universities, gover-
nance, in general terms, has different charac-
teristics according to whether one is dealing
with state universities or private universities.
The latter often include a much greater role in
their governance structure for the world of
production, which, indeed, provides them
with financial support. In the case of state uni-
versities, the possibility of corporate participa-
tion in their governing bodies is reserved
generally for local institutions and companies,
which, nevertheless, do not constitute a majo-
rity of the membership of such organs. 
The Administrative Structure of
Italian Universities
In Italian universities the Rector is elected by the
academic body, as well as by representatives of
the student body and other staff members. The
rector is charged with the overall governance of
the university, above all in
terms of planning and the esta-
blishment of objectives, with a
corresponding policy for the
allocation of resources as defi-
ned in agreement with the
Academic Senate. In leading
the university, the rector 
collaborates with the
‘Administrative Board’. More
effective governance in univer-
sities is achieved when the
people elected to the governing bodies bring
expertise and experience from outside the sys-
tem and are not simply representatives of
various internal groups.  However, within this sys-
tem, it is also of fundamental importance to
ensure that an adequate expression of the
various scholarly and cultural realities around
which the university revolves takes place. A sui-
table balance between expertise and representa-
tion, allows for the development of strategic
governance in line with the general interests of
the university.
The Impact of External Sources
on Universities: 
the Relationship to the 
Economic World
The relationship between universities and com-
panies is playing an increasingly strategic role in
the governance of Italian universities on three
fronts. Firstly, the crisis of the growth of the
Italian economy, and on a larger scale of the
European economy, has encouraged the develop-
ment of a strategic relationship between univer-
sities and companies and the use of university
research for industrial and business purposes.
The strengthening of this relationship could in
turn allow for an increased level of innovation in
Italian industries and, as a result, of the produc-
tivity of the economic system as well. For this 
reason, the university system continues to call for
a revision of the Code of Industrial Property in
order to assign co-ownership of the
rights of the use of inventions to both
universities and researchers, and not to
researchers alone.  Secondly, compa-
nies support university teaching chairs
on subjects they see as able to encou-
rage new professional skills and exper-
tise within the specific higher educa-
tion fields of teaching and research.
Lastly, companies provide important
professional opportunities for those
who have recently graduated.
Considering the importance of the relationship
between universities and companies, university
governance in Italy is exposed to major challenges. 
In Conclusion
The overall governance system of a university
must include checks and balances between the
various organs and interests that govern and
impact on the governance of that university.  It is
advisable, therefore, that there should be a dif-
ferentiation of functions between the organs
with powers, which involve the planning, moni-
toring, and assessment of the objectives of the
university on the one hand, and those entrusted
with achieving these objectives, on the other.
The assessment unit of the university supports
the rector in the specific and impartial assess-
ment of whether the objectives have been achie-
ved by the academic structures of the university,
with a view to an effective and efficient mana-
gement of the resources of the university.
In addition, the achievement of strategic objec-
tives requires a thoughtful decentralisation of
functions to the university’s faculties and depart-
ments which are the internal organisational
structures of reference for the university’s teaching
activities and research activities, on which the
sound working and success of each individual
university depend.
* General Directorate Staff, CRUI (Conference of
Italian University Rectors), pievani@crui.it
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Tertiary Education Governance in New Zealand
by Chris Eichbaum*
A t the core of political and policy debatesin New Zealand over university gover-nance has been the tension between
institutional autonomy on the one hand, and
accountability to government on the part of uni-
versities for their stewardship of what are, in
effect, public assets, and the expenditure of
public monies.
Tertiary Education Institutions (TEIs) in New
Zealand are public institutions, with a significant
amount of their funding sourced from govern-
ment (on average universities receive 40% of
their funding from government). The govern-
ment is the in-substance owner of TEIs, and aside
from its funding role, it also carries any
liability for the debts of an institution.
Moreover TEIs are included in the public
accounts on the Crown balance sheet.
The New Zealand Government has a
significant public investment (approxima-
tely $4 billion) in TEIs as public assets
(Edwards, 2003: 15).
University governance has been a parti-
cularly salient item on the New Zealand
policy agenda for over a decade. Over
that period, while some aspects of uni-
versity governance have been constantly
on the policy agenda whatever the political com-
plexion of the government of the day (for
example improving the accountability of univer-
sity councils, particularly regarding financial
management), others have tended to move on
or off the agenda in accordance with the ideolo-
gical preferences of those governments (for
example, reducing the size of university councils,
or moving away from stakeholder or representa-
tive modes of governance). 
The public nature of these institutions is reflec-
ted in the fact that the general scheme of TEI
governance is provided for in an Act of the New
Zealand Parliament. The Education Act 1989 pro-
vides that such institutions are governed by a
Council of not fewer than 12 nor more than 20
members (four persons appointed by the
Minister, the Chief Executive, between 1 and 3
academic staff, between 1 and 3 general staff,
between 1 and 3 student representatives, 1 person
each appointed on the recommendation of the
peak organisation of employers, and of workers,
and a number of co-opted members)
The Act also specifies the duties of Councils,
which include the requirement 
• to ensure that the institution attains the
highest standards of excellence in education,
training, and research, and
• to ensure that systems are established for the
co-ordination of, and accountability for, activi-
ties within the institution to ensure the res-
ponsible use of public resources
In the early part of the 1990s there was some cri-
ticism of elements of this scheme of TEI govern-
ance. The criticisms variously included the fact
that TEI councils were an inappropriate organisa-
tional form and out-dated model of governance,
that Councils were too large, and that the stake-
holder model of governance carried with it the
risk of capture (largely internal capture by staff
and students). In addition critics also identified a
lack of accountability to government (and only
limited ability for govern-
ment to ‘manage’ or control
its ownership risk), weak
financial reporting and
inadequate incentives for
performance (Blakeman and
Boston, 1999; Edwards, 2003).
The remedy, in part, was seen
as resting in radical changes
to TEI governance arrange-
ments, including smaller
Councils, a majority of
Council members being
appointed by the Minister (thereby militating
against the ‘risk’ of internal capture), and the
majority of members and the chair not being
directly involved in the institution in any staff or
student capacity. 
While a Government White Paper was released
in 1998, in the face of considerable and wide-
spread opposition to the proposed changes, and
with an impending election, the Government did
not proceed. 
The period since the change of government in
November 1999 has seen both policy continuity
and change. While tertiary education policies in
the 1990s were influenced by a market model of
provision (competition between providers, neu-
trality of provision as between public and private
providers, and voucher styled funding attached
to student enrolments) with the change of
government the focus has been on greater
government steerage of the system (in line with
national economic and social development
goals), institutional differentiation, and greater
collaboration (see Ministry of Education, 2002). 
While the policies advanced in the 1998 White
Paper have been eschewed, the focus on lifting
university council performance and accountabili-
ty has continued. In 2000 the Government issued
a Statement of Ministerial Expectations designed
to lift assist in improving the capacity and capa-
bility of councils and their members.
In 2001 the Government moved to strengthen
TEI governance through the passage of an
Education Standards Act which, “introduced
increased powers for the Government to take
positive and supportive action, at an earlier
stage, in the case of serious governance failure of
a public tertiary institution”, and legislated for,
“a graduated monitoring and intervention regime
based on assessment of the level of risk to the
operation and long-term viability of an institu-
tion”  (Shaw, 2004)
In November 2002 the Government initiated
independent review of the governance of TEIs
conducted by Professor Meredith Edwards,
Director of the National Institute for Governance
at the University of Canberra. 
The Edwards Report was presented to the
Minister in April 2003 with recommendations
including:
• The need for a National Protocol on TEI
Governance containing a set of ‘good gover-
nance’ principles and which could be tailored
to the particular needs and circumstances of
TEIs; 
• The development of Individual Codes of
Governance Practice for each institution;
• The establishment of an association of Chairs
and Chancellors, responsible for the oversight
of the National Protocol and individual codes;
• A number of consequential legislative changes.
Within the tertiary education sector there was a
large measure of support for most, but not all, of
the recommendations in the Edwards Report.
Not unexpectedly recommendations viewed as
constraining institutional autonomy tended to
be received less favourably than those that were
more permissive or enabling in nature. 
While the fundamental tension between auto-
nomy and accountability remains there are signs
of an emerging consensus regarding both the
necessity of, and core elements of, good gover-
nance on the part of public, if self-managing, ins-
titutions.
References: please see thematic bibliography.
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University Governance in Rwanda
by Silas Lwakabamba*
Governance and Leadership
After the catastrophic events of the 1994 genoci-
de and civil war, Rwanda needed a total recon-
struction of almost every aspect of society.  Given
the daunting task, the Government of Rwanda
identified human resource development as a key
component in bringing about economic and
technological development as well as social
transformations.  At the time, there existed only
one decimated university, the National University
of Rwanda.
The Government of Rwanda took the decision to
establish institutions of higher learning to
address particular needs such as health, educa-
tion, agriculture, and finance.  The establishment
of the Kigali Institute of Science and Technology
(KIST) by the Government of Rwanda in
November 1997 was for the particular purpose
of addressing the acute shortage of technical
skills in Rwanda through the provision of tea-
ching, training, research, and consultancy ser-
vices in science, technology development, and
management.  
Overall, as a result of the Government’s leader-
ship, Rwanda now hosts six public institutions,
nine private institutions, and five others that are
preparing to meet basic requirements.  KIST itself
hosted its fourth graduation in December 2005,
graduating 856 students.
Governance and Responsibility
The primary responsibility of these institutions of
higher learning in Rwanda has been to assist in
the reconstruction and development of the
country.  Given that institutions are now some-
what established and delivering the needed
human resources, they are turning to such res-
ponsibilities as supporting women students.  This
year, KIST has started an empowerment pro-
gramme, which brings secondary graduates with
low passes to KIST for a year of intensive mathe-
matics and sciences in the hope that they will
then be eligible to enter the degree pro-
grammes.  Given the institutional mandate and
given the government’s priorities, KIST defines its
social responsibilities as part of its mission.
Government and Management
of Change
The Government of Rwanda currently manages
change through guiding documents.  The primary
documents are the Vision 2020, which
guides all planning from reconstruction
to human resource development, to
entrepreneurship and agriculture, and
the PRSP of 2001, which identifies the
priority areas for intervention in pover-
ty alleviation.  Within the education sec-
tor, the Education Policy (2003) and the
Policy on Higher Education (2005) de-
fine the government’s planning.  Recent
achievements include the establishment
of the National Council for Higher
Education (NCHE) and the Student
Financing Authority of Rwanda (SFAR).
Within this framework, KIST developed
its first strategic plan (2003-2008) to define its
role and guide its development.  During 2005,
the Ministry of Education refocused the man-
dates of institutions of higher education.  In the
case of KIST, this meant that the Faculty of
Management has moved to the School for
Finance and Banking (SFB) and that the Faculty
of Science has become a degree granting, rather
than service, faculty.  KIST is currently in the pro-
cess of internal and external consultation to pro-
duce a second strategic plan that will guide the
institution through these changes and into the
near future.  In 2006, KIST will also be engaged
in harmonizing the founding statute with the
requirements of the new Law on Higher
Education (2005).  Change is thus managed
through consultative policy making from the
national to the institutional level.
Governance and Innovation
Because most institutions of higher learning in
Rwanda were established to address particular
national needs, institutions have had to produce
curriculums that serve these needs.  At KIST, for
example, the Directorate for Information and
Communication Technology (ICT) was establi-
shed to provide much needed short-term trai-
ning in ICT for such groups as government offi-
cials.  The new Faculty of Science, to give another
example, has focused on applied sciences such as
biotechnology.   
In addition, KIST has incorporated a
problem/solution focus in both
the student curriculum and the
staff research.  All students
complete a community attach-
ment during which they spend
several weeks in a rural com-
munity identifying a develop-
ment problem and proposing
a solution.  Similarly the acade-
mic staff work with the Centre
for Innovation and Technology
Transfer (CITT) at KIST to
research Rwandan problems
and to transfer technological
innovations to the community.
Strong leadership combined
with clear guiding documents have thus provi-
ded the framework to encourage mandated
innovation.
Governance and Corporatism
KIST is a partnership, incorporated by a law pas-
sed in December 2001 and published in February
2002.  The senior partner is, of course, the
Government of Rwanda.  The Government of
Rwanda both appreciates the country’s fragile
economic condition and seeks to make Rwanda
a knowledge-based society in the hope of 
gaining all of the advantages that have accrued
to such countries as Singapore.  Regarded as the
means by which to attain this technological
objective, KIST receives much support in the form
of land, infrastructure, and funding for salaries.
As senior partner and majority share-holder, the
Government of Rwanda retains the power to
constitute the Governing Council of KIST by
appointing the Chairman, the Rector, and two
Vice-Rectors, and assuring representation of such
national interests as industry, private sector, and
secondary schools.
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The development is, of course, also consis-
tent with the University as an autonomous
institution.  However, in many cases increa-
sed formal-legal autonomy has not implied
reduced government control, just gover-
nance by other means. Governments have
granted universities more formal autonomy
but have become more demanding as to
what universities are expected to accomplish.
Tasks and decisions have been moved out
of the immediate control of the University.
Collegial governance and individual 
autonomy have come under
pressure. 
Definitional power is illustrated
when governments confine the
title on organizations that do
not meet traditional defining
characteristics of a University
and thereby reinterpret what
the university is, can be and
should be. Management of
meaning also includes defining
criteria for success, the kinds
and quality of “services” to be produced,
and for whom.  
As governments have become more output
oriented and have demanded measurable
results and accountability, there has been a
monitoring and audit explosion. There
have also been multiplications of standard
producers and accreditation agencies.
These efforts provide information that
helps accountability and empowers govern-
ments and managers. In addition they pro-
vide market-information. The expansion of
standardization as a (soft) style of regula-
tion also illustrates that it has become more
difficult for any single actor to dictate solu-
tions.
Funding-regimes vary considerably within
the OECD area (Education at a Glance,
OECD 2004). In the USA and Australia
public funding is below 50% with marketi-
zation implying an increased involvement
of universities in generating commercial
revenue. In contrast, the overall level of
public funding for European universities is
still above 65%.  Outside the OECD coun-
tries data are scarce, but as a non-typical
example from elsewhere we can point to
the most prominent African research uni-
versity, the University of Cape Town, South
Africa, where in 2002 the governmental
grant accounted for around 40% of the insti-
tutional income. From the early 1980s
towards the end of the 1990s industry’s
share of R&D expenditure in the higher
education sector increased in Europe. Yet
within the OECD area public sources fund
the greater part of R&D in universities in
most systems. Moreover, there has been a
significant reduction of basic appropria-
tions and an increase in com-
petition-exposed public funding
and strategic initiatives. In
Europe the relative share of
the basic appropriation in
R&D expenditure dropped
from 68% in 1983 to around
57% in 1995 and one interpre-
tation is that market-like
mechanisms are an instrument
of public steering filling the
governance gap produced by
framework laws.  Outside the European
region, public R&D spending has intensified
since the early 1990s. Several Asian coun-
tries, most notably South Korea and China,
have expanded their support for R&D consi-
derably. In Latin America and the Pacific
region, other non-OECD countries also
have attempted to increase R&D invest-
ments substantially during the past several
years. Even with recent gains, however,
most non-OECD countries invest a smaller
share of their economic output in R&D than
do OECD members (with the exception of
Israel). All Latin American countries for
which data are available report R&D/GDP
ratios below 1 percent (NSF 2004).
Have power and performance within the
University been affected? One claim has
been “Stronger Leadership for Tougher
Times” (US Association of Governing
Boards of Universities and Colleges 1996).
Collegial and disciplinary organization and
individual autonomy are then viewed as
hindrances to coordinated and timely deci-
sions and good performance. The main ten-
dency has been consistent with such claims.
There has been more external representa-
KIST also has many international partners.  The
successful establishment of KIST depended on
partnerships with the UNDP and GTZ, as well as
funding from the UNDP and the governments
of Japan and the Netherlands.  Since then, KIST
has formed partnerships with universities
around the world as well as with various inter-
national donors and governments.  These stra-
tegic alliances have resulted in successful institu-
tional development.
Conclusion
The Government of Rwanda is committed to
developing and supporting higher education in
Rwanda.  In addition, the Ministry of Education
is taking a comprehensive approach to planning
higher education.  The individual rectors, howe-
ver, have two primary challenges in governing
their institutions: to manage their meager
resources while fulfilling their mandates, and to
negotiate priorities and funding with their cor-
porate partners while standing by their strate-
gic plans.  My experience at KIST has shown that
a leader must know from the start what is requi-
red to establish and run an institution of higher
learning, as well as to be able to network with
government agencies, other institutions, and
international agencies.
* Rector of the Kigali Institute of Science and
Technology (KIST), Rwanda
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tion, “stakeholders” and public-private
“partnerships”; unified structures, appoin-
ted academic leaders and strengthened exe-
cutive; and growth, professionalization
and bureaucratization of the University
administration.
There is, nevertheless, an important diffe-
rence between being able to change formal
organization and achieve desired outcomes.
Often effects upon core activities are presu-
med rather than documented. Yet, academic
success is reconcilable with a variety of orga-
nizational forms and funding schemes and
the contribution of governance structure to
academic success is uncertain. There is also
little hard evidence showing that New Public
Management has contributed to academic
success.  
The impacts of formal structures are modi-
fied by many factors. There are, for example,
tensions between formal and informal leader-
ship and variations in the kinds of leaders
and external representatives recruited, their
expertise, experience, role-conceptions, and
commitment to higher education.
Recipes for modernizing the University have
come and gone. The implementation of the
vision of the University as a representative
democracy has been complicated because
key ideas were never fully reconciled with
the commitment to intellectual excellence:
that the distribution of authority should be
in rough conformity with competence and
expertise. Neither were the ideas easily
reconciled with the observation that faculty
historically has shown little enthusiasm for
using participatory rights.  
Likewise, the effects of current institutional
collisions are uncertain. Environments push
and pull universities in different directions.
There are pressures for world competitive-
ness requiring universities to give priority to
academic excellence. There are also pres-
sures to meet the demand for ordinary com-
petence in labor markets, requiring universi-
ties to give priority to vocational training
and skill-based education.  
These dynamics raise questions about the
University’s future internal order and place
in the larger societal order: What kind of
University for what kind of society? The
direction, speed and manner of change will
be affected by external pressures, but also
by how strong the University is as an institu-
tion. What the University is and is for, and
concepts such as “institutional autonomy”
and “individual freedom” have evolved, and
will evolve, in the interfaces between the
academic community, public authorities and
society at large, including the power rela-
tions typical for those interfaces. Increased
competition creates winners and losers and
specialization and stratification between
and within universities is more likely than
convergence. Universities, and parts of a
single university, will place themselves differ-
ently on a continuum Research Academy
(exploring new knowledge) and School
(transmitting established knowledge). 
Assumptions to be 
Examined
Three interpretative frames have been cen-
tral in the debate about change in University
organization and governance and the impli-
cations for academic performance. Each
frame involves unexamined assumptions
about university governance and which
reforms will improve performance. There is
limited evidence and remaining questions:
Which factors generate high quality research
and education? How much variation in 
performance can be attributed to differ-
ences in organizational structures and
governance systems? What organized set-
tings encourage academic excellence and
make the University socially relevant? 
An environmental determinism frame
assumes that University dynamics are driven
by changes in external environments.
Universities either adapt or they become
irrelevant and disappear due to competitive
selection. In higher education there is,
however, a remarkable diversity in forms of
organization and governance, also among
high-performing institutions. Environments
allow things to be done in more than one
way. Under what conditions is it then pos-
sible to develop and maintain markets
within higher education that are efficient
enough to drive out bad performers and
reward excellence?   
A strategic choice frame assumes that histo-
ry is neither deterministic nor random.
University dynamics result from the rational
choices of identifiable actors calculating the
expected value of alternative developments
for their pre-determined preferences. Under
what conditions, then, do actors have the
will, understanding and control needed to
deliberately change the University and
achieve desired effects? Is academic quality
likely to have priority?  
An institutional autonomy framework
emphasizes University self-dynamics and
decentralized learning and adaptation.
What capacity does the University have for
learning and self-adjustment? Does decen-
tralization make it difficult for the
University to act coherently and move in a
consistent direction? Under what conditions
are faculty, other employees and students
likely to be guardians of academic autono-
my, freedom and excellence?  
Answers are far from obvious and the chal-
lenge is to specify the scope conditions of
each frame of interpretation. The contem-
porary tendency is to overestimate the rele-
vance of the two first frames and underesti-
mate the importance of the third. The belief
in the self-regulatory capabilities of markets
and the efficiency of strategic action stands
in contrast to the belief that the University is
unwilling or unable to change. This view is
curious, given that universities are overre-
presented among the longest-living formal
organizations in the world and that they
therefore have documented their ability to
survive under shifting circumstances. The
rigidity-claim is also surprising given the
unprecedented growth and change that
have taken place in universities over the last
half century.  
Special thanks to Peter Maassen for his help
with this paper.
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Solidarity of Universities in Times of the Highest Need 
by Ivan Wilhelm* 
I t is no doubt, that academic freedoms arethe fundamental condition for academicactivities. Academic freedoms, providing
the framework for free scholarship and the pro-
pagation of knowledge, are vitally important
for the very existence of universities. Their cur-
tailment by any kind of external power means
a threat not just to the principles of university
life, but to that life itself. Academic solidarity
and mutual support among universities in the
defence of academic freedoms is therefore a
fundamental ethical imperative. Please allow
me to tell you about a case that belongs to the
past but is connected with one of the darkest
hours in the history of Czech academic life.  It is
a shining example of mutual aid and still offers
us inspiration for inter-university relations in
the contemporary world as well.  
Increasing international tension led in
September 1938 to the Munich Agreement of
major European powers, which meant the liqui-
dation of Czechoslovakia after only 20 years of
its independent existence.   This appeasement
failed, however, to satisfy Hitler’s expansionist
policy.  On the 15th of March 1939 German
army and special troops invaded
Czechoslovakia, set up a Protectorate of
Bohemia and Moravia and instigated the decla-
ration of the separate state of Slovakia as a
satellite of the German Reich.  The first steps
were taken for the Germanisation of the Czech
population. Among that population there were
increasingly signs of defiance. The ever more
frequent open demonstrations against the
German occupation involved primarily young
people and above all students. 
The anti-German protests culminated on the
28th of October 1939, on the day of the 21st
anniversary of the founding of the
Czechoslovak Republic. Intervening to disperse
the street demonstrations the German divisions
started to shoot, killing one young worker
immediately and seriously wounding a medical
student of Charles University, who died of his
injuries a few days later in hospital. His funeral
on the 15th of November sparked yet more
manifestations of student resistance to the
German occupation of the country.  
Retribution for the protests came two days
later. On the 17th of November, at the direct
orders of Hitler, all Czech universities were closed
with immediate effects and the police started
to arrest Czech students. In the early morning
of the same day nine student leaders were 
executed in Prague without any trial or stated
reason, and more than 1,200 students were sent
to concentration camps in Germany.  These
repressive measures served as a warning
example of the regime’s intention to annihilate
any resistance to the occupation and were
meant to destroy Czech academic life in the
country as an example in the most sensitive
area.
Many students managed to leave the territory
of the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia
illegally, however, and after the hard and dan-
gerous journey to join the active struggle
against Nazism in the ranks of the Allies‘ armies.
Quite a number of students from Czech univer-
sities who were now serving as soldiers in the
Czechoslovak Foreign Army wished to complete
their studies abroad. British universities were
exceedingly forthcoming about the admission
of our students, not only readily allowing the
Czechoslovaks to go on with the studies they
had begun at home, but ceremonially awarding
them degrees Oxford University when they gra-
duated.  
From the very beginning the University of
Oxford had shown a special sympathy for the
predicament of Czechoslovakia, and especially
the Czech academic community. Very soon after
the Munich Agreement in October 1938 it
addressed an open letter to the Rector and pro-
fessors of Charles University signed by 220
Oxford academics expressing their indignation
and disappointment at the appeasement poli-
cies adopted by the great powers in the face of
Hitler. After Czech students had been admitted
to studies at British universities Oxford
University went on to add a special provision to
its Charter enabling it to award successful
Czech graduates the diplomas of their original
universities, now closed under the German
occupation, Charles University in Prague and
Masaryk University in Brno. The degree cere-
monies themselves took place according to
Czechoslovak customs with the dignitaries of
Oxford University acting in loco et nomine for
the dignitaries of the Czech universities. I consi-
der, that this step was an expression of great
and unusual academic solidarity in an extreme-
ly tragic situation. This act of sympathy and
condemnation of the brutal injustices commit-
ted an important moment in the fight against
Nazism not just for our students but for all the
inhabitants of our occupied country. The diplo-
ma that a university awards its graduates, stam-
ped with the emblem of that university, is an
expression of its autonomy and therefore is a
symbol necessary for every university. When the
University of Oxford generously offered its own
resources to enable another university, comple-
tely shorn of its rights by state power, to exerci-
se part of those rights by proxy, it was showing
a model solidarity for which it deserves the
highest honour from the academic public. Only
recently Charles University commemorated this
story by awarding the University of Oxford its
Gold Medal, being the highest award that it can
give, as an expression of gratitude for co-ope-
ration and aid at a time when the Czech uni-
versities were closed.
In my view this is a story that should not be
forgotten today. Indeed, we need to keep this
story in mind, particularly, whenever we
reflect on questions of academic freedom and
autonomy.
* Rector, Charles University in Prague, Czech
Republic
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Sharing Quality Higher Education across-borders: 
the role of Associations and Institutions
What can higher education institutions and associations do to maximize
the benefits and limit the risks of expanding cross-border higher edu-
cation? This was the focus of both the Global Meeting of Associations
and the IAU International Conference, two major events organized by
the International Association of Universities (IAU) and hosted in
Alexandria, Egypt by the Bibliotheca Alexandrina and the Arab
Academy for Science, Technology and Maritime Transport (AASTMT) in
November 2005.  The first ever Global Meeting of Associations gathe-
red leaders and representatives from more than 30 national and regio-
nal associations from around the world, and the International
Conference gathered another hundred or so leaders of higher educa-
tion institutions from over 50 countries worldwide.  
In addition to the thematic focus of “Sharing Quality Higher Education
Across Borders,” IAU took the opportunity of holding these internatio-
nal meetings in Egypt to offer participants a glimpse of current deve-
lopments and major reforms underway in the Egyptian higher education
sector.  A particular emphasis was laid on those challenges directly rela-
ted to the theme of the events, namely the expansion of cross-border
education in Egypt, and the preoccupation with quality assurance and
enhancement issues.. Recent developments in Egyptian higher educa-
tion as well as current Egyptian policy and reform efforts, especially as
related to the Sharing Quality Higher Education Across-borders: A state-
ment on Behalf of Higher Education statement were presented and dis-
cussed.
The programmes designed for both meetings were intentionally action
and recommendation oriented, aiming to provide associations with
ideas on how to respond to the opportunities and challenges posed by
CBHE.  The plenary sessions were designed to provide a comprehensive
review of the latest trends, developments and challenges of CBHE, pre-
sent some of the international policy responses to these challenges, and
draw links between the growth of CBHE and trade regimes (GATS) and
regional trade or integration agreements (European Union).
Various aspects of cross-border higher education were presented in
the first plenary, including the complexity of various models of CBHE.
A number of conceptual distinctions between different forms of inter-
nationalisation were also made.  The easily observable trends in higher
education, as well as the major shifts in the ‘market’ for international
education and some key challenges faced by institutions of higher
education were raised.  To complete the introductory plenary, which
was aimed at ‘setting the stage’ or offering a ‘state of play’ on cross-
border higher education, the early findings of the IAU 2005
Internationalisation Survey were presented.  The findings of this survey
demonstrated the extent to the issues taken up by the conferences,
such as the place of education in GATS, were essential, as many leaders
remained un-informed about such developments.   
Among the various policy responses initiated at international level
regarding Cross-border Higher Education, the IAU/AUCC/ACE/CHEA
drafted declaration Sharing Quality Higher Education Across-borders: A
Statement on behalf of higher education institutions worldwide, was
given pride of place during the IAU meetings.  After a presentation of
the rationale for elaborating the statement, the principles it promotes,
and the recommendations that it addresses to HEIs and governments,
the ways in which national associations of universities could turn these
principles into actions were presented, a topic that was again taken up
during the parallel Working Groups.  Possible actions for linkages with
the UNESCO/OECD Guidelines on Quality Provision in Cross-Border Higher
Education were also discussed.  These Guidelines were also presented,
and several UNESCO-led actions underway in various regions were
highlighted, especially related to building capacity for quality assuran-
ce.  Finally, from a student perspective, the ESIB Policy Statement on
Transnational Education was presented. 
In another plenary, a representative from the WTO attempted to reas-
sure participants concerning future negotiations in the Doha round,
and stressed that national governments retain complete sovereignty
over the extent to which they wish to open access to their educational
market.  This reassuring position was challenged however, by points
raised about new instruments being developed by WTO to incite and
urge more commitments, such as the proposed “benchmarking
approach.”  In the same session, developments in higher education
cooperation designed to further integrate the European Higher
Education Area were presented by a representative from the European
Commission, who asked whether the approach used by the European
Commission of the EU could offer an alternative to GATS.
During both events parallel Working Groups allowed participants to
IAU met in Alexandria in 2005
IAU Global Meeting and 
share their understanding of the growing cross-border education
phenomenon. Each Working Group was focused on either the
institutional or association level with the aim of determining what 
services were needed and how associations could serve their members
in the most effective way in this area. 
Using the Declaration on Sharing Quality Higher Education, other policy
statements, and guidelines, these Working Groups were urged to help
design an Action Plan, by formulating a set of recommendations that
could help both institutions and associations to orient their actions.
Focusing primarily on the role of associations, key tasks that were iden-
tified include: 
1) Raise awareness, and promote dialogue of the issues (circulate the
Declaration and the OECD/UNESCO Guidelines, highlight the need
for and the development of quality assurance and quality enhance-
ment measures at institutional and national levels;
2) Promote good practice
on CBHE through deve-
lopment and sharing of
codes of good conduct;
3) Promote national and
international dialogue
on HE as a public/com-
mon good, advocate
citizen support for
higher education and
public investment;
4) Continue to inform
their Members about
different CBHE deve-
lopments and increase
the level of awareness and understanding of GATS;
5) Assume a pro-active role in communicating with and increasing
awareness of their national trade negotiators about the concerns
that education leaders have with regard to GATS;
6) Collect and disseminate standardized data and information on
CBHE; 
7) Join IAU and stand ready to share with other national and regional
associations innovative practices and projects in this area.
IAU in turn should work with other associations and its members but
also take the lead to:
1) Increase the level of support for the Declaration on Sharing Quality
Higher Education and related documents such as the OECD-UNESCO
Guidelines
2) Serve as a forum for sharing information and meeting place for
associations – both regional and national; IAU made a commitment
to hold a second Global Meeting of Associations, most likely within
2 years;
3) Collaborate with associations to develop new codes of good practi-
ce and share those that exist in the domain of CBHE;
4) Raise global awareness of CBHE and GATS issues through publica-
tions and meetings;
5 Voice concerns and positions to intergovernmental organizations,
such as UNESCO and OECD;
6) Stimulate and take part in research and analysis and disseminate
results widely on all aspects of cross-border higher education, inclu-
ding through case studies of models, good practice, trends etc.
Conclusions
The high quality of the presentations, and the lively and rich discus-
sions they engendered, quite obviously touched a chord of interest
and preoccupation.  There was no doubt that the enduring values of
academic freedom, pursuit of knowledge for the benefit of the overall
good of society, and commitment to cultural diversity remain strong
within the global higher education
community.  The fact that they may
need to be defended, particularly
during times of rapid and profound
change is understandable, and should
not be viewed as somehow conservative
or indeed reactionary.  Such values are
not a protective barrier insulating uni-
versities from society – on the contrary
they are the guarantee that higher edu-
cation serves the public interest.  Given
that cross-border higher education is
likely to expand and diversify even
more in the future, we need to track
benefits that it may bring, for example
through increased access, but also be aware of the risk such as the
threat of growing number of rogue providers and cases of bad prac-
tices.
The Association wishes to express its profound thanks to AASTMT and
the Biblioteca Alexandrina for this invitation to hold IAU events in
Egypt.  Thanks also goes to the whole team of staff and volunteers of
the Library for the support and collaboration offered to the IAU.  
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A selection of the papers presented during plenary sessions and
Working Groups of both meetings are posted on the IAU website 
www.unesco.org/iau/conferences/alexandria/fre/index.html
A special issue of IAU Horizons on Cross-border Higher Education is
available online at: 
www.unesco.org/iau/newsletters/iaunew11-3-fr.pdf 
The text of the Declaration and current list of signatories of Sharing
Quality Higher Education Across-borders: a Statement on behalf of
Higher Education Institutions Worldwide is available at:
www.unesco.org/iau/p_statements/fre/index.html
international Conference - Alexandria
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IAU Activites
IAU PARTICIPATES IN INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE
Second ASEAN-EU Rectors’ Conference on Borderless Education: The
Perspectives of Universities in ASEAN & the European Union
Leuven, Belgium, 17-19 November 2005
IAU Secretary-General, Eva Egron-Polak, was a plenary speaker in this Conference, which began just as the IAU events on Sharing Quality Higher
Education Across Borders in Alexandria, Egypt ended. In her presentation she first outlined the declaration entitled Sharing Quality Higher
Education Across Borders: a Statement on behalf of higher education institutions worldwide which was elaborated by IAU in collaboration with other
higher education associations.  She also reported on the vigorous debates that had just taken place in Egypt, highlighting the concerns that par-
ticipants there raised.  She focused on the need for sound regulatory frameworks for cross border education and stressed that the Declaration
as well as the UNESCO-OECD Guidelines were partial steps towards such a policy-based framework.  Drawing on some of the recommendations
that were voiced in Alexandria to help institutions and associations address the risks of and gain maximum benefits from cross-border education
she also outlined some of the future actions that can be taken at the institutional and associational level.  The Declaration and related IAU acti-
vities stirred the interest of many participants.  Shortly after this event, the Indonesian Forum of University Rectors (IFUR) advised IAU that they
endorsed the Declaration.
Many Asian and European rectors as well as representatives of ASEAN and the European Commission and senior officials from national Ministries
of Education gathered for this event hosted by the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven.  
IAU welcomes new Members and Affiliates:
• New Member Institutions: Concordia University, Canada, University of Iceland, Iceland, University of Language and Communication, Italy,
University of Nouakchott, Mauritania, The Polonia University in Czestochowa, Poland, International University of Africa, Sudan, University of
Swaziland, Swaziland, Eastern Mediterranean University in Northern Cyprus, Turkey, Gime American University in Northern Cyprus, Turkey, and
Kazak Abylai Khan University of International Relations and World Languages, Kazakhstan
• New Member Organisation: The Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences (HBO-Raad), the Netherlands
• New Affiliates: Norwegian Centre for International Cooperation in Higher Education, Norway, and European Physics Education Network,
Belgium.
MEMBERSHIP NEWS
NEW IAU PROJECT
IAU STAFF NEWS
There have been a few staff changes at IAU recently.  Ms. Jackie Honour, executive assistant at IAU for 22 years, took a well-deserved retirement
leave in December 2005. As well, Ms. Sabine Joseph left IAU in September 2005 after 15 years as administrative assistant.  At IAU, we are grate-
ful for their collaboration and devotion over so many years and we wish them well in their new endeavours.  Ms. Honour has been succeeded
by Ms. Ellie Montazeri who joined IAU in January, and Ms. Joseph by Mr. Nicholas Poulton who started with us in November. We wish a sincere
welcome to both of our new colleagues!
Identification of the Role of Higher Education to meet the Goals of the
United Nations Education For All (EFA) Programme 
IAU’s project on higher education and research to meet Education For All (EFA) goals was launched in January 2006. A project team has been
formed and a graduate student, M. Tiefing Sissoko from Mali, is working part-time with IAU to assist with data collection, liaison, organisation
and follow-up. This project, designed to identify ways in which higher education institutions are contributing and could possibly contribute to
an education of quality at the level of basic education, will be developed over a period of three years. The first year will be devoted to data
gathering, while the second and third years will focus on research and networking activities. This project is partly funded by the Swedish
International Development Agency (SIDA).
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IAU Activites
NEW IAU PUBLICATIONS
IAU Speaks out:  Policy Statements
International Association of Universities – Paris, 2005. 44 p.
Since its creation in 1950, the International Association of Universities has taken a public stand on issues of importance
to its membership (institutions of higher education and university organizations around the world) and to the higher
education community more generally.  In this new publication, IAU presents six key statements that have been elabo-
rated and approved by the Association.  The topics covered are: Cross-Border Higher Education, ICTs and Higher
Education, Academic Freedom and University Autonomy, Internationalisation of Higher Education, Higher Education
and Sustainable Development and the Funding of Higher Education. The Policy Statements are available in both English
and French. 
IAU 2005 Internationalisation Survey, Preliminary Findings Report
Knight, Jane/International Association of Universities – Paris 2005. 23 p.
Following up on the publication of the results of the IAU 2003 Survey Report Internationalization of Higher Education:
Practices and Priorities, IAU carried out its second survey in 2005.  This publication presenting the preliminary findings
of this study offers a ‘snap shot’ of the results and is sent to all those who took the time to complete the question-
naires and to all IAU members.  Covering some of the same questions from the first survey to allow for longitudinal
comparisons, new themes were also introduced in the second survey to track new trends. In addition, the number of
HEIs surveyed was broadened and national and regional university associations were also invited to participate.  The
Preliminary Findings Report is also available in English and French on the IAU website. The Comprehensive Report on
the IAU 2005 Survey will be available for sale in mid 2006.  For further information, please contact: iau@unesco.org.
HEP on Intercultural Learning and Dialogue
In November 2004, IAU held an International Experts Seminar on Intercultural Learning and Dialogue 
(www.unesco.org/iau/id/id_budapest.html). Generously hosted by the Central European University (CEU) in
Budapest, Hungary, the Seminar aimed at helping IAU define future actions in this priority field.  Two actions were
initially started as a result: the creation of a series of webpages on the subject and the publication of a first set of
reflection papers.  A call for papers was issued, initially to those who participated in the Seminar.  
Volume 18 number 4 of IAU’s quarterly journal Higher Education Policy, published in December 2005, is thus
dedicated to the theme of Intercultural Dialogue and Learning and contains papers on very different initia-
tives and actions in this field from many countries including the United States, India, South Africa, 
China, Malaysia, Brazil, Finland, Indonesia, Germany, and Australia (www.palgrave-journals.com/hep/jour-
nal/v18/n4/index.html).  
IAU has also devoted the second edition of the IAU/Palgrave essay competition to this subject.  This has been announ-
ced on the opening page of the IAU Website for quite a while and anyone wishing to submit a paper for the award
should do so by mid-June 2006.  Please contact iau@unesco.org with questions and / or submissions.
Répertoire des systèmes d'enseignement supérieur dans le monde, 2005
(2 volumes, 495 p.), an IAU-AUF co-publication
For approximately 10 years, the International Association of Universities has maintained a database on higher
education systems worldwide. This database is available in English on the World Higher Education Database
(WHED) CD-ROM and online at www.unesco.org/iau/onlinedatabases/index.html. Its recent translation
into French is the result of a partnership with the Agence universitaire de la Francophonie (AUF). It is now avai-
lable in French in printed format (two volumes), as a CD-ROM and will soon be posted on the IAU website (French
version).
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Higher Education in Latin America, The International Dimension 
De Wit, Hans; Jaramillo, Isabel Cristina; Gacel-Ávila, Jocelyne; Knight, Jane / The World Bank –Washington DC, 2005.
ISBN 0-8213-6209-7, 387 p. 
While internationalisation of higher education is increasingly expanding, this publication examines the situation in Latin
America, in a region where the process remains somehow slower in its development. Through studies of seven countries
(Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Columbia, Cuba, Mexico and Peru), this publication comprehensively analyses the issues, trends and
opportunities with regards to internationalisation at the institutional, national, and regional level.  
Identity Formation or Knowledge Shopping: Education and Research in the
New Globality 
Halvorsen, Tor; Mathisen, Gigliola; Skauge, Tom / SIU Report Series – Bergen, 2005. ISBN 1503-2876, 357 p. 
This book features some of the papers presented at a Seminar organised by the Norwegian Centre for International
Cooperation in Higher Education (SIU) and the University of Bergen on the relation between knowledge, education and
social development. The main issue analysed in this publication is the strategies developed to defend knowledge as a public
good in a world where globalisation and commodification of knowledge are expanding. The first part of the book concen-
trates on the strategies of multilateral organisations, while the second part focuses on regional and national level strategies.  
Higher Education in the World 2006
The Financing of Universities, GUNI series on the social commitment of universities 
Palgrave Macmillan ISBN-0-230-00046-9, 330 p.
This series of annual reports explores in depth the key issues facing Higher Education institutions in the twenty-first cen-
tury, with special emphasis on the theme of the social commitment of universities.  The 2006 report, The Financing of
Universities, includes perspectives from around the world, with papers from over 40 eminent scholars discussing the
issue from both regional and theoretical perspectives.  It also includes a Delphi poll from over 70 key experts/practitio-
ners on the subject, extensive supporting statistics and analytical maps.
Towards Knowledge Societies
UNESCO World Report, UNESCO Publishing, ISBN 92-3-204000-X, 226 p.
The rise of new technologies and the further advance of globalisation have resulted in a knowledge economy that puts
cognitive resources at the centre of human activity and social dynamics.  Gaps are thus increasing among countries strong
in educational, cultural and scientific resources, and those starved of resources.  Several issues form the subject of current
global debate, including the safeguarding of cultural and linguistic diversity, the scope/extension of the knowledge ‘com-
mons’, questions of copyright and intellectual property, and the relationship between knowledge and wisdom, which is also
related to the realm of ethics.  This first UNESCO World Report aims to both explore this uncertain future, and propose lines
of enquiry and action through the pooling, rather than the partition, of knowledge.  It includes chapters on: information,
knowledge, network and learning societies; lifelong education for all; the future of higher education; challenges for
research; local and indigenous knowledge, linguistic diversity and knowledge societies; and access and participation.  
UNESCO Study Abroad 2006-2007
UNESCO Publishing 2005, ISBN UNESCO 92-3-004001-0, 688 p.
Study Abroad is the UNESCO guide to studies and financial assistance for post-secondary international students.  It contains
around 2,900 entries concerning post-secondary education and training in all academic and professional fields in countries
throughout the world.  The guide includes information on how to search for quality institutions of higher education (inclu-
ding warnings about bogus institutions), study opportunities and financial assistance available to students wishing to study
abroad, national systems of higher education, open and distance learning opportunities, and validation of foreign quali-
fications.
New Publications
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News from around the World
Talloires Declaration on the Civic Roles and Social Responsabilities 
of Higher Education
MOBILUQ Programme de Mobilité de l’Université du Québec
What responsibilities does the university have to society?  How can the
civic roles and social responsibilities of institutions of higher education
be strengthened on local, national and global
scales?  Presidents and chancellors from 28 col-
leges and universities from 22 different coun-
tries from around the world addressed this ques-
tion in September 2005 at a meeting organized
by Tufts University at the Tufts University
European Center in Talloires, France.  
Understanding the importance of officially sup-
porting a commitment to social responsibilities, the university leaders
meeting in Talloires drafted and signed a formal Declaration on the
Civic Roles and Social Responsibilities of Higher Education.  The
Declaration is the world’s first official pledge by institutions of higher
education to advance civic engagement within local, national and glo-
bal communities.  To foster immediate and collective action towards
this end, the group also established the Talloires Network, with an
open electronic space for the exchange of ideas and understandings.  
Considering that there are approximately 100 million university stu-
dents and 3 million professors worldwide (with one half of these stu-
dents enrolled in institutions of higher education in developing
nations) the idea that universities can act as catalysts to accelerate the
trend towards more widespread civic involvement on a global level is
a powerful one.
The Declaration’s signatories  “…are dedicated to strengthening the
civic role and social responsibility of our institutions” and “…pledge to
promote shared and universal human values, and the engagement by
our institutions within our communities and with our global neigh-
bours.”  They call on higher education institutions to fulfil their roles
to “serve and strengthen the society of which they are part” and pro-
claim that “universities have the responsibili-
ty to foster in faculty, staff, and students a
sense of social responsibility and a commit-
ment to the social good, which…is central to
the success of a democratic and just society.”
While the group assembled in Talloires shared
existing best practices, the majority of time
was spent looking to the future.  The decla-
ration calls upon the co-signed institutions to expand civic engage-
ments and social responsibility of programs in an ethical manner,
through teaching, research and public service; to ensure that the stan-
dards of excellence, critical debate, scholarly research and peer judge-
ment are applied as rigorously to community engagement as they are
to other forms of university endeavor; to raise awareness within
government, business, media, charitable, not-for-profit and internatio-
nal organizations about contributions of higher education to social
advancement and well being; to establish partnerships with primary
and secondary schools, and other institutions of further and higher
education, so that education for active citizenship becomes an integral
part of learning at all levels of society and stages of life; and to sup-
port and encourage international, regional, and national academic
associations in their efforts to strengthen university civic engagement
efforts and create scholarly recognition of service and action in tea-
ching and research.  
Should your institution be interested in obtaining more information
about the Talloires Declaration and how to get involved in the Talloires
Network, please go to www.tufts.edu/talloiresnetwork
In response to the need for graduates able to contribute to and compete in the “knowledge society” the MOBILUQ programme from the
University of Quebec uses the University of Quebec institutional network to allow students to register in their home univerisity, study in another
institution(s) in the network (without supplementary fees or loss of credits) and obtain their degree from their home university.  Consortiums of
at least two institutions from different regions are built on a voluntary basis and thematically structured.  Some examples of these themes include
“geography”, “careers in the public service” and “youth mobility.”  The University of Quebec will invest 2.65 million dollars in money and
resources in this project over 5 years.  The Movement Desjardins has also committed 300,000 dollars to the program over 5 years.  It will be 
officially launched in January 2006.  
2006
March 14-18  CIES, Hawaii Convention Centre, 50th Anniversary Celebration  Conference of the Comparative and International 
Education Society: Rethinking the Comparative - www.cies.ws
16-17 TeMCU group, Granada, Spain, Enhancing the Erasmus Experience: Teaching in Today’s Multicultural University
www.temcu.com
23-25  Academia Europea, University of Pavia, Italy, Quality Assessment in Institutions of Higher Education in Europe: 
problems, practices and solutions  - www.acadeuro.org
30-1 April EUA, University of Hamburg, Germany, Funding Strong Universities: Diversification, Student Support and Good 
Governance - www.eua.be
Avril 02-04 New York, USA, Future Thinking. Academic Collective Bargaining in a World of Rapid Change -
www.hunter.cuny.edu/ncscbhep
09-12  ACU, Adelaide, Australia, Conference of Executive Heads  - www.adelaide.edu.au/acu2006
20-21  Adelaide, Australia, 7th Quality in Postgraduate Research Conference: Knowledge Creation in Testing Times - 
www.qpr.edu.au/2006  
20-22   ICDE, Tianjin, China, The Key Factor of Distance and ICT-based Education: Quality - www.icde.org
24-26  SEAMEO Regional Language Centre, Singapore, 41st RELC International Seminar on Teacher Education in Language 
Teaching - www.relc.org.sg
25-27   Izhevsk State Technical University, Russia, European Universities: integration with world and European education systems -
http://inter.istu.ru/english/inter.html
May 17-19  The Hague, the Netherlands, Biannual INQAAHE Workshop: Transnational cooperation between agencies and 
institutions - www.inqaahe.net
21-26  NAFSA, Montreal, Canada, 2006 Annual Conference - www.nafsa.org
23-25  Chouaïb Doukkali University, El Jadida, Morocco, University Reforms in African Countries -
http://ep.inrp.fr/EP/r_a_venir/colloque_reformes_universitaires_afrique
24-26 UNCC, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 1st International Conference on ICT for Development, Education and Training -
www.elearning-africa.com 
June 7-9  Umea University, Sweden, ECTS and Assessment in Higher Education - www.umu.se/edmeas/bologna/aihe
8-9    NUI Galway, Ireland, The Challenge of Diversity: Teaching, Support and Student Learning -
www.conference.ie/Conferences/index.asp?Conference=25
13-15    Ougadougou, Burkina Faso, Higher Education Reform in Francophone Africa: understanding the keys of success - 
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTEDUCATION/0,,contentMDK:20785359~menu
PK:282391~pagePK:64020865~piPK:149114~theSitePK:282386,00.html
14-17    EDEN, Vienna University of Technology, Austria, E-Competences for Life, Employment and Innovation -
www.eden-online.org/eden.php
18-20   University of Bergen, Norway, ACA Conference 2006, Destination Europe? Players, goals, and strategies in enhancing 
the attractiveness of European universities - www.aca-secretariat.be
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